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QETA w/Shaykh Nasir al-Fahd 


Q: What is the reply to one who said there are two views regarding the resisting 
group (at-taifah al-mumtani’ah)? Likewise, what is the reply to one who denies the 
consensus Shaykhul-Islam related and says, “I researched about this consensus did 
not find it.”? And how can there be a consensus of the Companions, then the 
scholars after them disagree with the consensus, although conflicting with consensus 
is kufr? 


A: Talk surrounding the taifah al-mumtani’ah can be summarized into two parts: 
g p 


1. Collecting the speech surrounding it. 


2. The reason for their kufr. 


The first part: The group resisting clear, apparent laws of the Shari’ah has two 
rulings: 


1. Fighting it: the scholars from all the schools of thought agree concerning this. 


2. Its kufr: the scholars have two well-known views on this. As for the Companions, 
they agreed on their kufr. However, their consensus is not from statements, rather, it 
is established by investigation and observing their actions; and that is also how all the 
scholars are in agreement that the Companions formed a consensus on fighting 
them. Nevertheless, they disagree over the reason: was the fighting due to them being 
amongst the people of apostasy or from the category of fighting rebels? Shaykhul- 
Islam explained the narrative in several places, and he decided that fighting them was 
because they are apostates. And this is clear in al-Bukhari entitling the section 
containing the hadith of Abu Hurayrah regarding fighting the withholders of zakah: 
“Killing Whoever Refuses to Accept the Obligations and Being Connected to 
Apostasy”. Thus he considered them apostates due to the lack of acceptance of the 
obligatory zakah. 


With this settled, then know that Shaykhul-Islam did not report a consensus of the 
jurists regarding their kufr. Instead, he reported their consensus on fighting them. As 
for the Companions, he explained in several places that they agreed they were from 
apostates. Nevertheless, this comes by way of deduction (extracting the reason), not 
by way of clear texts from the Companions. Therefore, the matter over which the 
Companions were unanimously agreed is by their explicit action — and it is fighting. 
The jurists did not disagree regarding that. As for the reason for this fighting, its 
reason is not explicit as aforementioned; thus they disagreed. And therefore, it is not 
said whoever doesn’t view them as disbelievers opposed the consensus, and opposing 
it is kufr. Because this is only said regarding the explicit consensus (ijma’ qat'i). But 
regarding this, it is proven by deduction from investigating their action — so it is 
dhann (i.e., ijma’ dhanni where the texts aren’t as explicit and only known through 
research). 


As for the second part: it is concerning the reason of takfir of the taifah 
mumtani’ah. So know, the heart requires qawl (a statement) and ‘amal (an action). 
The qawl of the heart is tasdiq (acknowledgment/affirmation) and the ‘amal of the 
heart is istislam (submission)and ingiyad (compliance). What goes against the qawl 
of the heart, and it is takthib (belying), or its ‘amal, and it is imtina’ (resistance), is 
kufr that removes one from Islam. Thus if a man had tasdiq, yet resisted and 
refrained from accepting some of the proven, explicit rites and laws, he disbelieves. 
For this, whoever left the salah due to laziness, and was called to perform it, yet 
resisted, and the sword was shown to him and he refused; ibn Taymiyyah and ibn al- 
Qayyim demonstrated he is a kafir according to consensus. It is either he was a 
rejecter or an arrogant resister. It should not be a subject of dispute at all. Ibn 
Taymiyyah, in his lengthy speech, mentioned that whoever said you would be killing 


a Muslim had the misconceptions of the Murjiah enter upon him. 


This is like the sinner overtaken by desires. He may be resistant to accept the 
prohibition, even if he has belief in it. This abounds in those now called intellectuals. 
Thus you find with them refusal and resistance from accepting some of the 
obligations, such as like jihad, commanding good, etc., or some of the prohibitions, 
such as unveiling, singing/music, etc. And the arrogant sinner is a kafir. However, 
arrogance and resistance are abstruse matters that cannot be known, so the default 
ruling with regard to sinners is not kufr. But clues may appear indicating the 
existence of this resistance. Thus if that appears, he is judged according to it. With 
this settled, then know that amongst the clues is the agreement of a group over that, 
for it is an indicator of their refusal and resistance from accepting the law. And this is 
the reason for its kufr. Therefore, the resistance to accept anything from the Shari’ah 
does not make any distinction between the individual and group. But for the 
individual, as aforementioned, it is not possible to know what is hidden within him, 
and the default ruling regarding him is Islam in contrast to the group, as their 
agreement to refuse an obligation, for example, is evidence of their resistance and 
arrogance to comply. 


And Allah knows best. 


Source (see p. 65-70, with minor adjustments to the translation 


